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ARTICLE IX,

STUDIES IN THE SEPTUAGINTAL TEXTS OF
LEVITICUS.

BY HAROLD M, WIENER, M.A,, LL.B.,, OF LINCOLN’S INN,
BARRISTER-AT-LAW.

L

For the study of the Septuagintal text or texts of Leviticus
we depend on four groups of authorities— MSS., versions
. of the LXX, citations in patristic and other ancient writings,
and extant Hexaplar notes. Each one of these is encumbered
with peculiar difficulties, and the final result of a presentation
of their evidence is generally to leave a feeling of hopeless
bewilderment in the mind of the inquirer. Nevertheless, from
time to time one lights on some more or less satisfactory clue
which helps to unravel some part of the tangled skein; and
it is with the result of such clues and with their use that the
present inquiry is concerned. I stumbled on one while exam-
ining Leviticus xvi. for another purpose, and was led to look
into the matter further by the results I there obtained.

It is necessary, first of all, to glance at the history of the
Septuagint. The greatest landmark is the edition of Ori-
gen known as the Hexapla, from its six columns, giving the
Hebrew text, a Greek transliteration,” and the four versions
of the LXX, Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion. Origen
patched and mended the Septuagintal text, with the help of
the other versions, to bring it into accord with the Hebrew
text of his day; and in the process he used asterisks to de-
note additions to the old Greek, and obels to mark passages



1913.] Studies in the Septuagintal Texts of Leviticus. 499

found in the Greek but not in the Hebrew. We know of two
important later recensions: those of Lucian, used in Syria.
etc.; and of Hesychius, which had currency in Egypt. There
was, further, an edition, on the basis of the Hexapla, by
Eusebius and Pamphilus. Quotations in authorities before
Origen should give us a pre-Hexaplar text, and later the
fathers of Antioch should quote Lucian, and the Egyptian
fathers (notably Cyril) Hesychius. Thus we ought, theoret-
ically, to find three main types of text in our MSS.,, and be
able to connect these with versions and fathers; while a
fourth type of text should be attested by the earlier quota-
tions. In practice this is not altogether the case.

The first qualification to be made is not very serious. We
sometimes find in older authorities readings which are attrib-
uted to a later translator or editor; e.g. Philo will present the
text of the later Symmachus. Such instances merely suggest
that the known translators often used earlier materials. Sim-
ilarly Lucian no doubt presented an edition of the text that
had been current in Syria before his time, and Hesychius
presumably incorporated earlier Egyptian readings.

There are, however, more serious matters. Our MSS, have
suffered from all the usual faults of a MS. tradition; but, in
addition, we have many instances of MSS. that appear to
represent a blending of two forms of text. It would be so
natural for a priest to go from one country to another and
to correct or annotate the Bible he had brought with him
from some local text, that we cannot wonder at this. Such
cases have naturally given us some curious texts; but by
grouping the MSS. we can often make the necessary allow-
ances for this. For example, in Leviticus, F and | present
closely cognate texts; but two other MSS. that may be classed
with the Hexaplar group —k and m —often agree with
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them. It would seem, therefore, that these have been copied
from MSS. in which the Fl text had been brought more or
less into accord with the Hexaplar type. And this may be
used further: when F and 1 disagree, the testimony of k and
m, if not purely Hexaplar, may show us which of the other
two has preserved the original reading of the recension.

The Hexaplar text is the easiest to trace, particularly in
passages where G is extant; but the non-Hexaplar MSS.
fall into many more than two groups. Accordingly it is neces-
sary to trace the groups and then to study their mutual rela-
tions. It will be found that some groups are frequently found
together, while others appear to be antipathetic.

At this point it is right to make some mention of the at-
tempts to trace the text of Lucian. Lagarde thought he had
found it in a group of MSS. that are represented in the larger
Cambridge Septuagint by bw. This has, however, recently
been challenged by Dahse and Hautsch,' and the latter has
shown, by the citations of the Antiochian fathers, that bw do
not contain their text. He himself is at fault in his attempt
to trace Lucian in Genesis from these materials, because he
unfortunately worked on the larger Cambridge Septuagint,
which does not collate 20 of Holmes. The latter, however,
says that this MS. contains “ipsum, ut videtur, textum quem
habuit Chrysostomus in codice suo.” Accordingly it would ap-
pear that a good modern collation of this MS. (which contains
Genesis only) is essential to any inquiry into the Lucianic
text. It is certainly worthy of note that in the first sixteen
verses of chapter xlviii. there are no fewer than three in-
stances of characteristic readings in which 20 and Chrysos-

tom stand alone against all the other authorities; viz. ver. 1,

' B. Hautsch, Der Luklantext des Oktateuch: Nachrichten von
der Kéniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gittingen, 1900,
pp. 518-0438. .
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AaBwv for avaraBwy; ver. 6, d for oca; and ver. 16, edhoynoe
for edhoynoar, 1 have not pursued this inquiry further.

In the last four books of the Pentateuch Hautsch finds
that gn, dpt, and to some extent 1, also 74 and 76, appear to
be Lucianic. I think he is wrong in lumping together the
four books, for the grouping of the MSS. in Exodus does
not altogether hold in Leviticus, and as to 1 his evidence is
very weak; but it is important to remember his conclusion
as regards gn and dpt. Dahse, on the other hand, believes
that in Genesis fi(i®)r represent Lucian, and egj Hesychius.
Others say that dpt are Hesychian. They may contain some
Egyptian readings, but Hautsch’s work appears to me to be
fatal to this contention. In these circumstances a fresh inves-
tigation is certainly not out of place.

If there is difficulty with the MSS., there is at least as
much with the versions. Nothing would be more natural than
that missionaries making a rendering into a fresh language
should compare various editions of the Greek or even He-
brew texts with a view to getting the best. Bible possible for
converts. It is an ancient conjecture that the Bohairic and
Sahidic represent Hesychius; but, apart from differences be-
tween the two versions, neither’ of them corresponds at all
generally with any extant MS. or group. In point of fact,
nobody even knows whether they were made before or after
Hesychius worked. The investigator soon finds that no ver-
sion gives a pure Septuagintal text, uninfluenced by the later
Hebrew; and that, on the other hand, probably no version
fails to contain some pre-Hexaplar readings. Some of the
versional readings may, further, be due to later corruption
of the version itself, and others to the difficulty of rendering
precisely into another language paraphrastic translations or
additions for the sake of insuring clearness, etc.
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The patristic evidence is extraordinarily unsatisfactory.
The fathers seem to have quoted very largely from memory
at the best of times, and it is quite common to find a writer
citing the same text differently on two or more occasions.
Cyril in particular is a notorious offender. Then, too, the
patristic writings are themselves in a doubtful textnal condi-
tion, and may often have suffered through scribal careless-
ness or zeal. Indeed, the whole inquiry rests on the most
unsatisfactory basis, and it is only by doing the actual work
that one can discover what is and what is not feasible. So
many cautions have to be observed, and the difficulties are
so numerous, that the progress made is necessarily very slow.
In my own work I have benefited largely by what has been
done by my predecessors, and particularly by Dahse’s pub-
lished work. I understand that in Leviticus Dahse has in
some cases reached the same results as myself independently,
— indeed, he has anticipated me by several years. But as, at
the time of writing, his work on Leviticus is not yet pub-
lished, and we differ to a very considerable extent, I have
thought it best to go on without reference to him. The exact
range of our agreements and differences is unknown to me;
but I think it will be found that we hold very divergent opin-
. ions on the ascription of different groups to the Lucianic and
Hesychian recensions.

The evidence of Hexaplar notes is meagre, and, like our
other authorities, subject to a certain amount of corruption.
Nevertheless, it affords some valuable material.

The problem of referring the types of text represented
by the nen-Hexaplar groups of MSS. to the recensions to
which they respectively belong (which must be the first step
towards recovering the original texts of those recensions
from these groups) appears insoluble at first sight, but yields
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to treatment with careful study. If we eliminate the ordi-
nary cases of corruption due to the well-known sources of
error, we shall find that the groups when compared afford us
numerous resemblances and differences. Such resemblances
may be due to (1) Hexaplar or Hebrew influence, (2) com-
mon descent from a particular recension, (3) correction of a
text belonging to one recension from a text belonging to
another recension,(4) the preservation of pre-Hexaplar read-
ings in groups belonging to different recensions where the
other groups have been accommodated to the Hexaplar text.
This looks bewildering ; but in practice it is not always diffi-
cult to disentangle the cases, and for two reasons. On the
one hand, the MSS. of the Hexaplar group and the Masso-
retic text usually make it easy to discern what resemblances
are due to the first cause. On the other hand, the number
and quality of the resemblances and the general character of
the groups are of great assistance. If, after finding that a
particular group agrees in some twenty non-Massoretic read-
ings with the Lucianic versions and fathers, we suddenly
discover an instance where it joins an Egyptian version or
group in presenting a non-Massoretic reading while our other
witnesses agree with the Massoretic text, we may safely con-
clude that the reading is pre-Hexaplar and not specifically
Lucianic or Egyptian, and this conclusion will be strengthened
if the reading is found in a pre-Hexaplar authority such as
Philo. On the other hand, readings that are found only in
witnesses commonly Lucianic or commonly Egyptian will pre-
sumably be Lucianic or Hesychian as the case may be. We
shall have occasion to watch these principles in operation
when we come to the tables of readings, and accordingly 1
think it unnecessary to cite examples at this stage.

The larger Cambridge Septuagint is the basis of our work,
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and the MSS. are accordingly cited by its notation. The
uncials are designated by capital letters, and thirty cursives
by the twenty-six letters of the alphabet and a,, b,, c,, d,, re-
spectively. There is, however, one complication. In Genesis,
b denotes 19 of Holmes, and where it was wanting the Cam-
bridge editors cited 108 under the symbol b. From Exodus
onwards, they decided to cite both MSS. regularly, and ac-
cordingly use b to denote their agreement. Where they differ,
19 is cited as b. Where a MS. has been corrected, the orig-
inal reading is indicated by an asterisk. In the case of BAF
a superlinear 1 denotes corrections by the original scribe, and
superlinear a, b, etc., later hands. In other MSS. the super-
linear a denotes corrections by the same or an approximately
contemporary hand, and superlinear b corrections by a later
hand. The patristic abbreviations present no difficulty. With
regard to the versions, for the Bohairic superlinear 1 and w
denote, respectively, the editions of Lagarde and Wilkins;
for the Sahidic, superlinear ¢ agd m those of Ciasca and
Maspéro; for the Ethiopic, superlinear ¢ and f Dillmann’s
MSS. C and F; and for the Latin, superlinear r, v, w, and z
signify, respectively, Robert’s edition, Vercellone’s Variz
Lectiones, Ranke’s edition of the Wiirzburg palimpsest, and
the Munich palimpsest.

In Leviticus the principal non-Hexaplar groups of MSS.
are, roughly, as follows: BAyNha,, Fl, gn, dpt, ejsvz, bw,
fir, qu. The best authority for the Hexaplar text is G where
extant, and it is supported in varying degrees by Mackmox.
Of these, m and (to a less extent) k agree largely with Fl,
suggesting that texts of this type were corrected from Hexa-
plar texts and from the ancestors of these cursives; c¢ has
similar affinities to bw; while other relationships will emerge
as we proceed. This first grouping is intended to be merely
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approximate. It is evidenced by the tables, which are printed
to illustrate other points as well and therefore need not be
proved separately. For convenience, I cite b, with the Hex-
aplar group.

One other matter requires mention before we proceed to
the actual readings. For some reason, quite a number of
authorities change in character at the beginning of Leviticus.
Thus Dr. Swete writes of the Armenian: *“ Mr. McLean, who
has collated the greater part of the Octateuch, informs me
that the Armenian shows a typical Hexaplar text in Genesis
and Exodus, agreeing closely with the Syriaco-Hexaplar ver-
sion, and in varying degrees with the MSS. that compose
the Hexaplar group. The Hexaplar element [he adds] is
much less in evidence in Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuter-
onomy, but again appears strongly in Joshua, Judges, and
Ruth.”* There are many other instances. For example, the
MS. g to a great extent goes with ej in Genesis-Exodus, giv-
ing a group egj; but in Leviticus we have to deal with gn
as one and ejsvz as another. B and A are members of a
group BAyNha, in Leviticus, but I doubt whether this holds
in Exodus. The following table, which I have compiled for
the purpose of tracing the MSS. which appear to present
Egyptian readings in Exodus xxxii—xxxiv., certainly does
not favor the hypothesis. On the contrary, it suggests that,
except where one or other is influenced by the later Hebrew,
Baho form a group. Why so many witnesses change in char-
acter at the end of Exodus is a question I cannot answer.
Possibly it has some connection with the fact that the Greek
Church seems to have taken no lessons from Leviticus, except
in chapter xxvi. It may be that those who desired a text of
a particular type for church use in the case of Genesis and

t Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek (2d ed.), p. 119, =



TABLE 1

Reference Reading of M. T. Egyptian variant AmEh:yrrindiel.n Prle“i::ttin. o‘i‘:glcwﬁem‘ma(e‘n?:l.d. A :\mll'ller:.s;ngl oy
Exod. xxxii 3 |their (ears) (ears) of their wives|x 14, 16, 71, 77, 130 | of their wives Ay F*M(mg)c gn dpt
and of their daughters | Latr ejsvz fir Arm-ed Cyr
Sahidic .
their (= M. T.) Bha, Makmzxb,
F* bw qu
6| on the morrow 7o wpax Sahidic hr =MT. all others.
7 | get thee down 70 Taxos évrevfer xara- | Ba or Cyr-ed § xarafnbi To Taxos bw(pr xa:) f(om 7e)i
Bnbe Sahidic Barn Or-gr
xarafnfe = M. T. x Eus
70 raxos xarafndi é»-| qu Eth(vid)
Tevber
xarafndt To raxos é»-| A Mrell Cyr § Thdt
revber Boh Lat Syr (obel-
ising the last three
words) : egjsvz prefix
xai.
28 | about three thousand | twenty-three thousand | r Lat™® (vi) Cyred |{= M. T.
men men Bohairic
xxxiii 2|the Jebusite + and the Canaanite | Bs>(m#)aho fir
(omitted earlier) Sah
8 {to the tent + vy dw oy vapiu-{ahofird b M + dtw 773 wapufodns| B w b, u Eth

BoAns Boh & 8ah
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xxxiii 1§

xxxiv

16

18

29

34

go

whan

Shewme, I praythee,
my glory

1 will proclaim
come up in the morn-
ing

with him

N

SOOR

(the) feast 2°

N2

(and he wrote) on the
tables the words of
the covenant

Mount Sinai

the two

that which

wopevy ped” Huwr Boh
& Sah

évdotaobnooua:r Boh
(ed Wilkins)
dudaraor upot ceavror
Sah (vid)

Aainow Boh

dragras drafSind Sah

vacat Boh

vacat Boh Sah

vacat Boh Sah

dpxn» Sah

fmoes Sah

Ta pnpare Tavra éwe
Twr whakwr TYS Sia-

Gnxys Sah

the mount Sah

{8ov al dvo Boh

warra éca Boh

o u (fuwy) Arm Eth
Syr Or-at

Bhfi Mk &*

Bah o (prefixing read-
ingof M. T) r

Bah u

rx

x Eth Cyr }

ﬁ .

fi u Arm-ed Latr
Bah r u{dpxv) Syr
Ba r*

Br qu Cyr

Bah n x Cyr
Lat Or-gr
fire

h y n dpt Eth(vid)

wopevn = M. T.
TUpTOpeLn) OT W poTopern
with variants.

évdotagbnaouefa
equivalents of M. T.

=M. T.

= M T.
eoowreas
70 pnparae éxt Twy TAA-

xwr T Siabyxys
=M. T.

éxi Twy whakwy Ta P-
pata ravraTys diabnans

{3ov dvo
8ov al
M. T.

Bah%*
all others.

all others.
all others.

all others.

all others.
all others.
aho

ckmxn Arm Boh Lat
Syr

all others with minor
variations, but f¥o the
Eth omit Tvs 8wabyxys.

dpt
Aya, F1 Mb, egjsvz
B & all others.
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Exodus found no reason to demand it in Leviticus; but I am
not learned in liturgiology and cannot venture an opinion.

In the preceding table all the cases are instances of non-
Massoretic versional readings; and where they are found in
Cyril as well as in an Egyptian version a strong presumption
is raised for regarding them as distinctively Egyptian.

If this table be carefully considered in the light of the fact
that q, which goes with u, is missing from xxxiii. 7 to xxxiv.
27, it becomes obvious that Baho, x, fir, and qu are the MS.
authorities which contain the largest proportion of Egyptian
readings in Exodus, and that the text of Hesychius, so far as
it has come down to us in Greek MSS,, is to be sought among
these. 1 have been careful to confine the list to instances of
non-Massoretic versional readings. Where these are found
in Cyril as well, a strong presumption arises that they may
be Hesychian (see xxxii. 28; xxxiv. 28, 29). Here it may
be added, that, in the investigation of Hautsch on the Luci-
anic text of these books to which reference has already been
made, there are very few instances where any of these groups
or MSS. seem to be at all sympathetic to the Antiochian fa-
thers. Of the purely cursive groups, fir and qu appear to
have least in common with the fathers of Antioch, just as gn
and dpt seem to have most. The resemblances of qu and the
Ethiopic (xxxii. 7; xxxiii. 8, 15) are also noteworthy.

Another observation to be made is, that, if B contains
Hesychian material, it is impossible to trace the number of
its resemblances to the Egyptian versions from the Cam-
bridge Septuagint. - This (with immaterial exceptions) pre-
sents the text of B, and generally only records divergences
from that text in the apparatus. This makes it impossible
(except where the Egyptian versions are specifically quoted)
to say how far they agree with B.
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On turning to Leviticus, I begin with the clue that first
attracted my own attention, in the hope that it may serve to

interest others in the subject.

In chapter xvi. there is fre-

quent mention of a goat, the word yigapos being regularly

used; but in every instance there is a variant tpayos as will
be seen by the table of its occurrences in that chapter:—

TABLE II
Lev. xvi MSS & fathers using rpayos Remarks
S |gn ejsvzb, o h M{mg) Jul-ap-Cyr | Hexaplar note in v: LXX, the
others xwuapovs,
7 |gn ejsvz b, 0 x M(mg) Jul-ap-Cyr | The same.
Phil Bam
8 |gnejsvzbyox Jul-ap-Cyr | The same: anote in M attributes
to Symmachus s orparyyor, an
9 |gnejsvz byo bw obvious corruption of eis rpayor,
101° ejsvz b, o bw M(mg) gn omit the first clause of this
verse containing the phrase. Ac-
cording to a Hexaplar note in
M Symmachus had eis Tpayor
dpueperor for dwowouwawr: v
erroneously attributes to Aquila.
2° |gnejsvzboxqu N M Im dpt have xwapos. The rest
omit the whole phrase which is
wanting in MT and has come in
from the first half of verse 22.
M & v prefix an asterisk to the
clause. Hexaplar notein v: LXX
Xipapos,
15 |gnejsvzbo Jul-ap-Cyr | Hexaplar note in v: LXX, the
others yuuapor.
18 |gnejsvz b, A similar note in v.
20 |gn ejsvz b, bw M(mg)
21 1° |gn ejsvz b, bw
" 2° |gn svzb,bw ej omit the whole phrase.
22 1° |gnejsvzb,  Thdt
2° |gn ejsvz b, bw
26 |gn ejsvz b, bw
27 |gn ejsvz b, bw
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It should be added that, according to Holmes, Slav Mosq
uses Tpayos, and this is probably a Lucianic version; but,
curiously enough, in the addition to verse 10 he records
xipapos as the reading of Slav Mosq and Ostrog, though
they follow the text of g closely in the rest of the addition.
On this table it is clear that gn, ejsvz, and b, use Tpayos
regularly throughout the chapter, of set intent. In the case
of h the word seems to be a gloss, as also in x (ver. 7, 8);
while the text of o suggests that it is descended from
some MS. in which somebody sought to replace the rarer
xtmapos by Tpayos, but got tired of the process half way
through the chapter. The cause for the variations of bw is
not immediately obvious, It is to be noticed that Theodoret
and Julian use the word, and that it has the support of Philo,
who is older than Symmachus. Attention should further be
drawn to the phenomena presented by the addition to verse
10: “And the goat shall bear upon him their iniquities into
a desolate land.” This is found in the Armenian, which is
presumably Lucianic where it is not Hexaplar, Slav Mosq
and Ostrog and the Old Latin, also in gn and dpt, which are
the two groups that go most closely with the fathers of An-
tioch, and Im as well as ejsvz. We shall see hereafter that
this group is founded on a text which in certain important
respects is akin to that of gn and the Armenian. The addi-
tion, however, is missing from the Egyptian and Ethiopic
versions fir, bw, and BAha, (y is here wanting). Of the
MSS. that appeared in Exodus to contain Egyptian readings,
only o, x, and qu present the addition. In these it may easily
have been added from a Lucianic text. Further, the quota-
tion from Theodoret in Cat. Nic. i. 1066 cites this half verse
in the form presented by gn, the Armenian, and Slav here
(ea’,q Ty, not ynv) as following verse 10, and leaves on the
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mind the impression that he almost certainly read the clause
in this verse.

When we add to this the fact that Cyril! knew the text
of this chapter with ximapos, not Tpayos, it seems to me rea-
sonably probable that this reading is Lucianic, not Hesychian
or Hexaplar, and that Lucian adopted 7pasyos in this chapter.
I shall hereafter show that gn, the .Armenia.n, dpt, and bw
have close relations among themselves, and I believe that
these are the main sources to which we must look for Lucian.
At any rate, the Hexapla and Hesychius clearly read y:papos.

I now turn to a further set of phenomena. Of the group
ejsvz, v in particular contains Hexaplar notes citing read-
ings under the title o' (=LXX). Of this MS. v we know
very little at present, because it is collated for the first time
in the larger Cambridge LXX. Swete says that it dates from
the tenth century. But the notes contained in it are older, as
appears from their sometimes exhibiting scribal errors (e.g.
a’ for ¢’) and from their being sometimes found — though
usually without the attribution of source —in other MSS.
Of these, s occasionally presents the authorities. In the fol-
lowing table I have collected those notes of v which attribute
a reading to o’ (but no others) in the first eighteen chapters
of Leviticus, supplementing them by the notes of s that
contain a similar attribution for the chapters in which v is
lacking. The headings of the different columns sufficiently
explain the contents of the table, but I have not thought it
desirable to include all the marginal readings of MSS. The
fact that an alternative reading is recorded in a marginal note
does not help us in deciding what text the body of the MS.

contains.
1Cat. Niec. 1. 1067.



TABLE 111

Readings of sjsvz

Authorities agreeing with

Hexaplar note of vy or s

Authorities presenting

the
ing attri the

Remarks

this group where v is missing note 10 @ (the LXX)
Lev. I 6| éxdeiparres B*h ackmob, Fl gn dpt | o’ 3eparres BrAya, GMx w fi* qu
br . Clem Cyr }
8 | éxmoovorr Befort Gec g Arm dpt | o’ érwroSacoverr Bs*Ayha, Makmoxb, Fl | e nr omit the whole
fi Boh Lat Or-lat bw qu phrase from lepss in
verse 7 to the same
word in verse 8. Slav
Ostrog & Georg im-
Pponant,
9 | Shoxavrwma gn Arm w o’ xupTwpua BAyha, GMackmoxb,

13

omit the whole
phrase.

(ra éwi Tov wupos)
ért
r0 BuriacTrpor

ShoxavTwua

kx i* Eth: G prefixes
the Hexaplar obel

a, co (c omits the sec-
ond éxc)

kmo Fl fir

gn Arm M(mg)

o kas dwiinge Ty xups
dxc Ty Kepalnr adrev

o' ¥ o' Ta ¢xi Tov wypos
Ta éxi Tov BuciacTpiov
a' ... .dxt Tov BvriaoTy-

puov

o xaprwua

Fldpt b fir qu

All other authorities:
but Fim gn Arm dpt
b b, Boh show minor
variations.

BAyh GMakxh, Flgn
dpt w ir qu

BAyha, GMacx gn dpt
bw qu
all others: x has both
words,

mfb all have differ-
ent readings.

819
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113

114

17

I 2

III 1

13
15

IV ¢

dxo Twy wepoTepWr

SAoxavrwua

wAnoe Ty dpaxa

acro (after Bowr)

ol viot"Aapwr ol lepas
ixt 70 BuswaoTypor
(e omits the first oi)
wdias

Gvoa (gwrnpov)

wapa Tas Gvpas
Tovs dvo

T0 b5

BAyha, Makmoxb, F1
gn dpt bw fr

gn Arm b, w

gn dpt [inpledit Boh
Lat] #Anon br: xAnoov-
aw

Mkmx(w)b, Fims|
dp(w)t ir qu Boh Cyr

BAha, Mackmxb, Fl
gn pt bw fir qu

all.

cmoxb, F1fi qu

all.

Mmoxb, F1 gn dpt bw

fir qu Lat
gndpt: 7o A fir: Tw 0

o' dxo Twr weprTEpBwr:
o’ & % dwo Twy viwr Ts
wepwoTepas: o 4 dwo re-
0CTwWy TepoTEPAS

o xeprwua

o x*Anpn Tyy dpaxa: a’
wAnpwue Spaxos abrov:
o’ ®A\npns s Spaxes: &
TAnpns Ty paxa

o’ éx 7wy Bowr adros(?)

o ol vioc "Aapwr éxl 1o
fvowaoTyplor

o’ eddoxias

ol \ els Suawar elpyrunwr :
o’ Buriar cwrnpov

o’ ¢xe Tas fupas

a’ ¢ o Tousdwo...:0
dugorepous Tovs

o 6 doTor

wepisTepdewry G i qu:
TeprTWrdewr C

BAyha, GMackmoxb,
Fldpt b fir qu

Aya, GMackmoxb, F fi
qu: *Anpns B: wAnpoi h |

h gn* b: adrov BAya,
Gaco Fwf: Arm Eth
omit.

Go Eth: sacerdotis Lat

BAha, GMak dpt bw

30 of Holmes
BAh Gack

Bha, GMckxb, Flbwqu

Gac Arm Boh have
T9» Spaxa alrov (sub
asterisco G).

o’ = M T:yis missing
to 1V 27: d has lepus
' Aapwr.

Perhaps o is a clerical
error.

gn fucuas: T omits the
whole phrase.

k adds dve: a, omitsboth
words . Georg rovs dve.
a reads derir only: m
has an entirely differ-
ent reading for the
whole phrase.
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TABLE III (continued)

20

28

29

of this group)
Tw pooxw (v sub &)

7» Juaprer év alry

(xa&) oicee 10 Swpor
adrov

T3 dpaprias

9 kadowonoai(e omits
the whole phrase) A
supras z¢

(xa¢ Naby airor) dwo
Spbaduwr

xai obros yrw (except
s olrws)

g Arm (vid) dptw

BAyha, Mackmxb,
F1 gn dpt bw r qu

h F*Mcb, gn Arm dpt [
w Or-lat!
BAyh Makmoxb, FI
gn dpt b fir qu

Mk Fl: 4 rxaxoromoat
m

dpt: dwo rwr épbal-
por gn

see column §.

o ¢ Tor poayor: a’ TV
Saualn

o’ \ d» huaprer kat oloe
Swpor alrov

wep TNt dpaprias

o’ # xalws wronoas

o ) xat Aaby adror xau
obrot yrw

wiqu

BAha, GMackmoxb,
Fin b fir qu

Go fi Arm Boh Eth Or-
lat Eus

G(sub*)akx u Eus: oloe:
70 Swpor b: oloe Swpor q
2, GArm Eth: wepi d. ¢

BAyha, Gacodptb'wfir
qu: 4 xkalos wonga: g (n
omits):H xaxws ronoas &*
b, Phil-cod-unic:xomits.
GMckmozxb, Fl fir qu
Boh Eth Latr Orlat
Eus Cyr-cod

obrwt is read by a, ac*

kmx F1 dp s f Cyr<cod:
all others == o',

X . . . N Authorities presenting the
‘. Readings of ejavz Aulbon‘t;z gor:el;nx with He:;zl‘uvn?:m :l’ s m‘g :n(::}:u& l;{)u“ Remarks
IV 18| Tov brros FdMoxb, gn dpt bw F*Gack: guod est Arm | 7or BAh: rwa,: om.
fir qu , Boh Eth Latr F*lm )
wpos Ty dupar(svonly | A acx ndpt b fr o’ 70 &y wpos 7y bupa Bha, GMkob, Fl g ejz | wpo Tys fupas m

Slav rw pooxw: Mosq
adds Auic & Ostrogs/ls.

oles BAya, mo Fl fir:
Slav + 7o 8wpor airov
w omits the whole
verse.

j is missing from IV
34to VI a

wpo Spfaluwr BAyha,
adw Lat¥: wpo dpbah
pov b': Georg = gn

fis? prefix xa: olx dyrew:
r reads this for x. 8.7,

ot

14!
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VI 22

28

VIII 11

vouuior alwrior Tw
xupuw (sub & v)

dymras

éxt xoMvpwr dprwr
ddvurwr

10 bof the M. T. after
n
(warra Ta) oxevn

gn bw: sopuor alwvios
B*b]: youpuos alwros Tw
xupias t: popuLuor aiwrior by
(Slav Mosq)

gn Arm dpt (xoAupuwy)

BAyha, Mmoxb, Fl
gn dpt bw fir qu
h Mmoxb, ¥1 dpt fir

o’ vouos alwros

o' & épebn: \ dyebnaerar

o éx’ dprous bymrass

o & xat éxpiger Ty
gy XA Farra Ta év
alry xat dpparer

Bsha, Mkmox F fir qu:
vouos alwrios Tw Kvplw
Gacdp Arm

BAy kb, Firt: iwiy
c(vid): &b g d:q omits:
all others éynby.
BAya, Gx bwfiru: h
prefixes émt xodvpwy: a
xoA\vpais: éx’ (1 dv, dprois
dpvpurars (1 -gra:s) Mk
mob, F1 Sabh: &r xo)-
Avpats dpTov {wuwrais C
Gack Sah

BAya, Gack (which ap-

Ay* omit 19-23. Slav
Mosq agrees with our
group gn & tw.

q is mitsing from VI
31 to VII 16,
M. T, (VII 13)
nhn by
(yun on»)

v i= missing VIT g-
XI s0.

abrys qu Boh Lat parently has both read-
ings) gn bw
17 | xaTexavoer all. a’ ¢’ o ¢rewprar none. Probably o is a cor-
ruption of ¢.
XI 31 | rwr Grpoipaiwr adrwr | Mkmoxb, F1 gn Arm | o # ¢ alirwr 7efvmrorwy | BAyha, Ga Cyr-ed: dwo | Slav agrees with our
(vid) dpt bw fir qu Boh Twy TelvnKOTWY C group & its allies.
(vid) Eth (vid) Sah (vid)
Lat™ Cyrcod
42 | abra k F1 gn Lat™ dx" atra | o adre BAyha, GMacoxb, dpt | Slav Ostrog agrees
m bw fir qu: Arm Philo | with our group & its
omit. allies.
1 So the Cambridge editors. But in Latin this would be indistinguishable from the reading of G.
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TABLE 111 (continued)

sthorit y . Authorities presenting the
o ™ . Authorities agreeing with H la f R 5
R R g of ejsva | this fm-;v '3?.3,:',"3‘7,.3.&." * ote 1 :"('('h':“!:g(l;()‘h Remarks
\
XII 4 |xabweras | BA (-nogerad) h ax gn p | o xafesOnoera Babya, GMkmob, Fltfir | d xaénoesée : c corrupt.
bw qu
al juepas svz (ej omit  BAyha, Mcmoxb, gn o a’ @ fuepas Gak Flej
al) | dpt bw fir qu
XIII 2| &evserac Mmoxb, FI dpt Arm fir | o’ ) dxfpoera: BAya, Gack bw. wpos- | Georg agrees with our
qu Boh Eth Lat®: é\eu- axbnoerar h: eloaxfy g | group & iis allies.
onrat Cyr-cod: eicelev-
geTaL n
16 | els Nevkow (v hevkor) ¢ gn Arm dpt Boh: o hevky BAyha,Gax Ffi: hevkyr | Slav agrees with our
Nevkor h® Mkmob, 1 r bw group & its allies.
qu Lat .
25 | Tpexa hevieqy(sub ¢ v) | Mkmob, F1 dpt fir qu | o’ o’ p Aeviy BAya, acx Boh' Sah | Giswanting XIII 17~
Boh* (vid) Eth (vid) pPr u gn bw 49 : h hevxor Opi.
Lat
29| (1) dav v(sube’): (2) [ (1) dav BAyha, Arm éws d» appears to be a
¢ darsz: (3) ¢ dvej [Cyr (2) ¢ dav Mc'| | oia e oty abrons: c'o:m.pt;t;n oé:‘: Ja.r:
k m (ov) o x Fl(o) g o bravyernracdy atrw: & & dv: Slav Ostrog

v abrw

dpt bw f(o)ir Boh
Sah Or-gr (3) ¢ dr
ac* b, n qu

gn Sahe

ot yoqras dv alrw

BAyha, Mackoxb, Fl
dpt bw fir qu

()

m Arm Sah™ omit. So
too Georg.

91¢
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XIII

XI1v

30
36

38

44

8

21

29

33

34

év alry
(7ns) Eavbifovans

alyacuara
adyaforra (sub & v)

Aexpos éoTor

tvpnoerar

(¢ar B¢) werns

(ro 3¢ raralagber)
awr (sub & v)

wpos Mwvany (Aeyws)
ejvz (s inserts st
wpos " Aapwr)

&y KAnpw

BAya, Mmoxb, FI gn
dpt i qu

koxb, dpt ir qu: ¢arfov-
ons f : éavBifovons M
yha, Macmoxb, F t bw
fiu: alyaforra alyao-
para dp: adyacuart
alyaforra g: avyacua-
Tos n*: avyaforra 1:
alryaopara g Eth (vid)
BAy ha, Mmox D, Fl
fir qu

a, Fgnb

M(mg)koxb, g dpt fi qu
Eth (vid) Lat* (vid):
xems n

kmoxb, Fl gn dpt fir qu

X

M(mg) oxb, dpt 4(mng)
fi Boh Cyr

o ¢ dratrw

8 o Tys Favns: o’ ...
oT\Sys
o alyarua atyaior

o & o’ hexpos oty dxa-
Bapros éaTiv
o’ Evpnbnoeras

o lav 8¢ ToqTau

o' ¢’ 7o 8¢ xaralagpSev
Tov éAaiov

A o wpos Mwvony xat
wpos "Aapwy

o' év kToet: ol A els kaTa.
TXETY

h ak bw r: atra c(vid)

BAyha, a c m(omitsTys)
Fl gn bw

Sah (vid): B*A krCyr-
cod alyacua alyaforra

ack g Arm dpt bw:
Aewpos axabapros dorivn
BAyNh Mkob, dpt w
fir qu: fumabnoerar ac
kbmx 1
BAyNha, Macm TFIl
bw r

yNha, Mac bw: dxo Tov
é\awv BA Sah

G sArm (vid):xpos Mwv-
onvxa’ Aapwy BAyNha,
Mackmob, Fl gn dpt bw
fir qu

BAyNha, GMackm Fl
gn bw r qu: Thdt omits.

Slav Mosq agrees with
our group & its allies.

N begins in XIII 59:
(s wanting X1V 0-
32: Gecrgagrees with
our group & its allies.
Slav Georg agree with
our group & its allies.

Georg agrees with o',

Georg adds ef darons.
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TABLE III (continued)

Readings of ejeva

Authorities agreeing with
s group

Hexaplar note of v or s
where v is missing

Authorities presenting the
reading attributed by the
note o o (the LXX) ‘

XV 1

XV 12

27

elxer

Aakngor viows
"lopanh)

(xac) dpeas

(Tous

wpos alrous

érwwayua

Ka oKevos

(1) m¢bnoerar jsvz
(2) whvénoeras e

dxafaprov vz (03 ejs)

M(mg) ob, fir qu Ethf
Latr

BAyNha, Mmoxb,
Fl gn dpt bwir qu
BAyNha, Mamoxb,
Fl gn dpt bw ir qu

y Mmoxb, F1 gn dpt
bw fir qu

Moxb, Flr qu Boh Eth
Lat*

BAya, Mackmoxb, Fl
gn dpt bw fir qu

(1) Mack*mb, 1 gn bw
fqu(2) e kopt r: w\n-
Onoerac d

o' A daknoey

i A Aahnoare rois viois
In\ xat dpare adros

o’ émwwaypa drov

N o xat war orevos

o & mgmoera

o & o’ dxabBapros

BAyNha, Mackmx Fl
gn dpt bw

ack f Eth Lat®

ck f Eth Lats
BANha, ack

BAyNa, ac gn dpt bw

fi: émworaypa rorov k*
130 of Holmes Eth

BAa,ox Fi

BANa, GMacmob, Fl
gn dp ejs bw fir qu
xafapos X

Remarks

G is missing XIV 49—
XV 25: Slav Mosq
agrees with our group
& its allies.

Slav agrees with our
group & its allies: Lat
ad eos.

h is missing XV 8-33
m omits 7-9.

y is missing from the
third word of XV 12-
XVI 34.

N is not quoted appar-
ently through an over-
sight: SlavOstrog =(1)
t ia missing XV 14-
XVIy7: k omits XV 27.

o
-
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XVI
10

22

34

XVII 10

XVII 4

23

25

dvo rpayous [see sepa
dore (¢¢daracbar) (s
omits)

(¢¢' davrw) Tas

drouas

&#dacasba: (suba’v)
(xac) éxwrnow
10 wpoocwwor pov (éx

T Yuxy)
xat wopevea be (j -oeobe)

puaepor v (-apor ejsz)

adrocs
3

alryr

rate table on the oc
M fir qu: s dpt

BANha, Mmob, Fl
gn dpt bw fir qu
Mmob, Fl gn Amm
dpt fir qu Boh Eth
Lat (vid) Cyr } Thdt
ob, ir u: édacaeras f

BAyh Mamoxb, Fl
gn dpt bw fir u

BAyh Mmoxb, Fl gn
dpt bw fir u

Mb, F1 b’ ir Boh Eth
Luc : xa: wopevoesbe j bw
u: xat vopeveafas o Phil-
cod

BAyh*k*F*u

ByNha, Mckmob,(ex
corr) Fl{excorr)dptfiu
BAyNha, Mackmox
b, F1 dpt bw fir u
BAyNha, Mackmox
Flgndpt fiu

currences of this word
o a’ Tov (haraoac)

o ¢ & éplavrw wacas
Tas ddwas aldrwy

o' \ édaoxerfar
o Kxai oTNew THY YUY

pov dxe T Yuxny

o a’ Tov wopeveshal

o’ pvoagor

o'adry 8ladrw]: X abrys
' abryy

in this chapter supra
BANha, Gackmox Fl
gn bw: b, omits.
Gackx s(mg) Sah

BANha, Gackx bw

BANha, GMackmx F1
gn dpt bw
Na, ck s(mg) z (mg)

Na, ack 8(mg) z (mg)
Or-lat

ckx : wopevesbar Ba, n
p Sah Clem: wopevesfe
AyNh dt Phil-ed: a, g
f omit.

N#hbla, Mackboxb,
F* gn t b fir: woagor
dp m: pupor N*w
xbwEus:adrysagn Am-
codd Lat: atrwr A v
authoritiesincols 2& 3:
éx’ gn
authoritiesincols2 & 3:
abrys b,: adrous bw:

abrwr T

P- 509)

q is missing from X VI
12.

G is missing X VII 10~
XVIII 28.

-
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520  Studies in the Septuagintal Texts of Leviticus. [July.

In the first plaee, it is to be noted that by o' is meant a2
Hexaplar text that closely resembles the text of G, though it
is not identical with'it. It may further be said that the He-
brew it represents differs only very slightly from the Masso-
retic text. The most important instances are vi. 22 (M.T.
13), where the reading of G and its allies corresponds to the
Massoretic text, and o fails to do so; vii. 3, where gn, Arm,
dpt, ejsvz, give the Massoratic text; xv. 9, where presumably
ovov should have been obelized; xv. 12, where o' represents
a Hebrew that differed from the Massoretic text through the
dittography of the by of m, thus giving maw; and xvii. 10,
where o' and its allies have “ soul ” for “ face.” But substan-
tially the o' of the notes is the text of our best Hexaplar
authorities, and corresponds very closely with the Massoretic
text, though here and there it has a slightly different He-
brew. Secondly, I wish to draw attention to the sources of
the readings so far as they are known to us. Clearly ejsvz
is connected with a recension which consciously and confess-
edly differs from the “ LXX " of the notes, and incorporates
readings sonmie of which are known to come from Theodotion
(iv. 20; vi. 22 xiti. 25, 38; xiv. 29), Symmachus (xiii. 29),
and Aquila (xvi. 34). The author of this recension there-
fore drew on all these renderings for his material. In other
cases variants are attributed to the LXX and Aquila, Sym-
machus, and Theodotion, leaving us to conjecture whether
the renderings adopted are pre-Hexaplar or due to some fifth
interpreter or to the author of the recension himself. In the
next place, no doubt is possible as to what witnesses incor-
porate this recension. They are gn and the Armenian and
the Slavonic, and to a less extent dpt. The Armenian is not
always quoted; but, if the readings of gn be examined, it
will be seen that the differences are such as can be explained



1913.] Studies in the Septuagintal Texts of Leviticus. 521

either by the ordinary causes of MS. corruption (e.g. iii. 6,
where gn has fvaias for Ouvoia, apparently from the follow-
ing oof sorppiov and v. 4, kakoomwoinaas for xakomomoar),
or else by Hexaplar influence on the one text or the other
(e.g. iii. 1, where the reading of n is actually due to a cor--
rector, and i. 10, where ejsvz omit an obelized phrase). On
the other hand, stress should be laid on the number of re-
semblances between gn and ejsvz and on the curious recen-
sional character of some of them. In i. 9, 13, 17 oJhokavroua
is substituted for xapwaopa, to represent burnt offering. In
the LXX both words are used throughout this chapter as
the equivalent of the same Hebrew; but, except in verse 4,
gn regularly substitutes ohoxavrTopa(ra) for xapmroua (ver. 9,
13, 14, 17), and is followed by ejsvz, though in verse 10 ej
read ohoxapmwpara by a natural conflation. Other recen-
sional readings in this list appear to be those in iv. 9; v. 4;
vi. 22; vii. 3. Another feature is the agreement in vi. 28
between ejsvz and Slav Mosq. The following passages may
be compared: vi. 6 (M.T. v. 25), ordinary reading e€is 6, ejsz,
Slav Mosq,%s; vi. 31 (M.T. vii. 1), ordinary reading xpiov,
ejsz, b/, Slav Ostrog, xvpiov; xvi. 26, ordinary reading &teo-
Talpevor, ejsvz, Slav Mosq, SiacreAroucror. These coinci-
dences are suggestive, in view of the fact that the Slavonic
texts are probably Lucianic (so far as they are Septuagintal)
and certainly late! None of them suggests a different He-
brew from the ordinary Septuagint (for vi 31 is merely a
Greek corruption) ; but it is possible that they should all be
regarded as later modifications of the Lucianic text, so far
as this can be restored from our other authorities. For the
present, we may leave this table with one other remark, viz.
that bw is frequently to be found among the authorities con-

! The translation was made in the eighth century.



TABLE IV
Lev. X Reading of ojss Other authorities for the Alternative readings Authorities for alternative Remarks
1 Gvpaua ord Svuapara BsbA gn dpt
2 dxefarocar Mob, ir qu drefaror ord
3 doror ord + 1o pmpa bw Boh Sah ord=M.T.
dxer 2° ord Aalnoe bw bw = M. T.
4 viovs Tov ddehgov ord dderpovs bw (n omits) bw=M.T.
Spacor ord + our rous xirwowr ab- | h Fdgn Arm dpt ord = M. T.
- Twr
[3 ovr g Arm F®M(mg) & ord n omits the verse.
eiver ord Darnoer bw bw =M. T.
6 | deafap ord pr wpos y gn dt MT.prYy
vacat k Boh! Eth ToUS KAaTANALUEIOUS ord : G obelises.
& Bvpos c vpos ord
ol 3¢ ord ol B*Aya, t* i*
vacat ord é > |Blmfir
7 Aawr yap Fb* Moxb, gn pt fir| yap dawr BAyha, Gackm 1 d bw
. qu
9 |dar Fipb, qu dr ord {y omits)
10 | dxabapraw ord Kadapwr gn Amm fir Eth Lat
Philo
xafapwr ord dxabapruy gn Arm fir Eth Lat
Philo
1 doa Mlmoxh, Fbl dpt qu |4 BAyh Gc gn bw fir (» a, omit)
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13

14

18

19

pos (' 1bapap)

" | adrov

payere

Tapa

adryy
érrerarTar
MOt KUpLOS

vap
TWY TWTYPLWY

elonrex bn
oureTaYn Mot

TolavTa

h Mmob, Fbl dpt ir qu
Lat
Mmoxb, Fbl gn Arm-ed
dpt fir qu Boh Eth Lat
ord

ord

BAha, Gac bw fir

ord

y* Mckmo F*l gn Arm
qu Boh Eth

ord

Mkmob, Fl gdpt fir qu
Lat (vid)

ord (e curnxfn q)

ord Arm Eth (cvrerae
pot 0 n)

Ba® GMac (pr ra) kmox
b, F1 g Arm dpt qu Lat

vacat
'Aapwr 2°
¢ayeole

payere alryy
xpos

dwe

abra
érreralxe

ot

Kuptos

pot & kupios
Mot Aeyer Kupios
vacat

TOV TWTNPIOV

danxbn

pot curerater Kuplos
gureratey pot Kupios
Dominus mandavit
miki

curerater Kupios

poL TUreTAYT

Tavra

BAya, Gackx gn bw
BAyha, Gack bw

BAyh Ga gn: -nobea,:
+ abryr c

Ftbw

a, gn

Fbc

Mkmoxb, Fbl gn dpt qu
x1

BAy*ha, Ga bw Sah
dpt fir

b’

x

x fir Eth

BAyha, Gacx bw

BAya, f
BAa, Fm
h1f Boh
Sah

y ir

Gak Lat

BAlWh (ra alra a)) n
bw fir

M. T. by

M. T. = alrov

(y omits)

miki praecepit Doms-
nus Lat: M. T. "ﬂ‘ﬁg

ord == M. T.
N CWTNPUr

M. T. y)e
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524  Studies in the Septuagintal Texts of Leviticus. {]July,

taining the Hexaplar reading. It may be necessary to refer
again to this list at a later stage of our inquiry.

I now set out a table of noteworthy readings in chapter x.,
and I use “ord” to signify the ordinary Greek reading where
it is unnecessary to specify in detail the authorities present-
ing it.

In this table ejsz separates itself from gn in some gram-
matical points (ver. 2, 9, 12 (bis)). In verse 6 we find it
omitting a passage obelized by Origen; and this is a frequent
feature of this text (see, e.g., its readings in i. 10; iv. 2, §,
17; vi. 9 (M.T. 2)). It agrees with g in the characteristic
ouvy for év in verse 5, and in verses 4 and 10 its reading has
been brought into accord with that of the ordinary Greek and
Hebrew authorities. On the other hand, there is no trace of
any Egyptian reading.

These characteristics are reproduced throughout the book.
It differs from gn in grammatical points (e.g. Lev. ii. 1; viii.
35; xxii. 6), in changes to the Hexaplar or even Massoretic
reading (e.g. vii. 28 (M.T. 38) ejsz and M.T. “ Mount” for
ordinary LXX “ wilderness ”); in textual corruptions (e.g.
xiii. 30, ejsvz, M(mg), Aeven for ord. Aewrs), and sometimes
by the addition of little explanatory glosses for which there
was probably never any Hebrew equivalent (e.g. xv. 22, ejsvz
add To copa avTov after Aovoerar; xxii. 28, ejsv(mg)z prefix
éc mocuvov to wpoBarov). On the other hand, there are pas-
sages where gn appears to have been assimilated to the Hex-
aplar reading, and ejsvz seems to join other authorities (such
as dpt and the Armenian) in maintaining the original read-
ing of the recension. Occasionally it happens that the group
joins authorities which cannot be suspected of being Lucianic
in maintaining a pre-Hexaplar reading (e.g. viii. 26, xvpiov,
M.T. and ord.; Tov feov, ejsz, Lat, Mkmox, Fl, fir, qu; xiv.
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33, xa: "Aapwy, ord.; ejsvz, x omit). This is, however, infre-
quent, and may be due to the fact that the other Lucianic
authorities have been assimilated to the Hexaplar text in the
course of transmission. Very rarely it happens that ejsvz
alone preserves an ancient Hebrew reading (e.g. xiii. 17, M.T.
osd. idov, ejsvz omit; xxi. 23, M.T. and ord. 7o ayiwov; ejsvz
To vopa  which is also evidenced by the comflate readings of
some other authorities.! 4

It should be added that the group it repreéents is very nu-
merous. In addition to ejsvz, the two MSS. of the Catena
Nicephori appear to have belonged to the same family, as
do also 16, 32, 73, and 77 of Holmes. It appears that this
text was in use for church services (see Holmes’s descrip-
tion of 16). No MS. that contains it extends beyond the
Octateuch. Perhaps when the Cambridge editors publish
their introduction to the Octateuch, light will be thrown
upon the subject. It appears to me to be a subrecension
made on the basis of a late Lucianic text with the assistance
of the Massoretic text and a Hexaplar copy. It is not irrele-
vant to recall the fact that, in days when the Hebraica veritas
was the ideal, Lucian’s work was severely condemned. This
might easily lead to a “revised version” of it such as is
apparently found in these MSS. I have not found in Levit-
icus that it possesses any support from any patristic author-
ity, and I think it is probably late. On the other hand, it is
not certain that the Slavonic texts are unconnected with the
text of this group.

It should be added that, within the group, ej are more
closely related than any other two MSS., obviously descend-
ing from a common archetype (cp. xvi. 21).

I come now to other points that arise on this table. Sep-

1r0dwpua o dywv, kmb,; T0 évoua rou dyiov, Slav Ostrog; To dywr dwpa, u.
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arate readings of bw are quoted only in the first five verses;
but it is apparent, even in these, that its text is in some re-
spects highly Hebraized. A noteworthy reading occurs in
verse 4, where oww 7Tois yitwow avrev is added in certain
other authorities in the form in which g and the Armenian
present this phrase in verse 5. The authorities are a later
hand in F, gn, dpt, and the Armenian, i.e. Lucianic witnesses,
and h. It will be remembered that similarly the chief Luci-
anic witnesses and some others added part of xvi. 22 to xvi.
10. Here, again, we probably have to deal with a Lucianic
reading. With regard to h, it will be remembered that it
generally goes with BAya,; but in chapter xvi. it substitutes
the Lucianic 7payos for yipapos on its first appearance;
thereby leading to the conjecture that its text had been
glossed from some Lucianic source, and a similar explana-
tion would be in place here. Passing over smaller grammat-
ical variations in verse 6 that may be Hesychian, we come
to the transposition of “unclean” and “clean” in verse 10.
The evidence of the Old Latin and Philo combined shows
that this is pre-Hexaplar, and accordingly it is natural to
suppose that this is one of the cases in which most of our
authorities have been brought into conformity with the Hex-
aplar text. The unusual combination of gn and fir in isola-
tion against all the other MSS. would thus receive a natural
explanation. In verse 13 the Old Latin testifies to a pre-
Hexaplar “the Lord commanded me,” which may probably
have replaced an earlier “ the Lord commanded.” The Mas-
soretic text has “] was commanded,” and apparently only
I and x have retained the verb in the original active. Here
wot appears to be the text of Origen, xvpios the pre-Hexaplar
preserved by dpt and fir, and guo:t xvpios a conflate reading
which has naturally arisen in most of our authorities. Pre-
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sumably Lucian and Hesychius here retained the original
Septuagint. In verse 18 it looks as if elanyfn were the Hesy-
chian form, and later in the same verse we have the same
kind of confusion between “I was commanded” and “ the
Lord commanded ” as in verse 13. But in this instance the
Egyptian authorities all give “the Lord commanded me,”
merely differing as to the order of the words; and it seems
clear that in this place Lucian and Origen agreed on “I was
commanded,” while Hesychius, whose reading here seems to
be best witnessed by y and ir, read cvverafev kupios, It is
worth noticing that Flm here goes with the Egyptian group.





